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Multi-Mode Political Surveys 
 

Introduction 

Pre-election polls are critical tools used by both partisan and non-partisan groups to direct, shape 

and understand campaign dynamics and election outcomes. Despite polling’s importance, many have 

started questioning its accuracy, reliability, and even its future as changing data collection methodologies 

have been forced on the industry because of rising costs and changing communication technologies. 

Although traditional sampling and survey methodologies, such as Random Digit Dialing (RDD) and live-

interviewer telephone interviewing, are costly and raise the potential for biases due to coverage and non-

response error, they also have notable strengths. Multi-mode designs may allow methodologists to 

combine the strengths of traditional telephone methods with the strengths of emerging data collection 

tools to produce more reliable, more accurate, and more efficient pre-election polls. This paper takes an 

in-depth look at the effects of adopting a multi-mode interviewing design (web and telephone) on survey 

efficiency, response rates, sample representativeness, and survey estimates in pre-election surveys by 

evaluating the results of multi-mode surveys conducted with registered voters in Pennsylvania during 

July, August, September, October, and November, 2016. 

 

Background 

Traditionally, RDD sampling and live-interviewer telephone interviewing has been viewed as the 

“gold standard” for accurate pre-election polling; but changes in sampling and interviewing have rapidly 

progressed over the past ten years due to rising costs and declining response rates. These changes can be 

attributed to the development of communication technologies, notably increased cellphone use. The 
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percent of American adults that are cellphone only (do not have a landline) has increased from sixteen 

percent in 20061 to fifty-one percent in 2016.2  

The stark increase in cellphone-only households has led to added coverage and nonresponse bias 

in RDD studies because cellphone-only users tend to look much different demographically, behaviorally, 

and attitudinally from respondents that can be reached by landline telephone. The demographic 

differences between cellphone-only users and landline users include race and age; African American and 

Hispanic racial groups, as well as young adults, are demographic groups that are predominantly 

cellphone-only.3 Methodologists are working to adapt sampling methods to combat these biases. Besides 

these known biases, the increased use of cellphones has increased the costs of telephone interviewing and 

has contributed to an ongoing decline in response rates. 

But the spread of other technologies has the potential to offset these trends. Notably, the 

expansion of Internet access could help researchers more efficiently reach respondents and perhaps offset 

declining response rates. Internet surveys are low-cost compared to phone surveys, they potentially 

increase convenience for the respondent, and they result in less social-desirability bias as a result of 

interviewer-administered surveys.4 As with cellphone-only users, there are significant demographic 

differences between those with Internet access and those without.5  

Mixed-mode designs use multiple sampling methods (cellphone-only samples, traditional RDD 

(landlines), list samples, address-based samples (ABS), etc.), in combination with live-interviewer and/or 

self-administered interviewing to maximize the positive aspects of each methodology. These mixed-mode 

designs are expected to produce higher response rates and increase representativity.4 Add to this the 

                                                        
1https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless200705.pdf 
2https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless201705.pdf 
3Pew Research Center, U.S. Survey Research Report: Collecting Survey Data, Cellphone surveys 

http://www.pewresearch.org/methodology/u-s-survey-research/collecting-survey-data/#cellphone-surveys 
4Pew Research Center, U.S. Survey Research Report: Collecting Survey Data, Internet surveys 

http://www.pewresearch.org/methodology/u-s-survey-research/collecting-survey-data/#internet-surveys 
5Data Recognition Corporation, Mixed-Mode Methods for Conducting Survey Research (2012) 

http://www.datarecognitioncorp.com/survey-services/Documents/Mixed-Mode-Methods-for-Conducting-

Survey-Research.pdf 
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evidence that using a mixed-mode design reduces the cost and increases the efficiency of a survey and it 

seems likely that mixed-mode designs will be used more frequently.6 

The potential to improve sample representativity through a mixed mode design is tempered by the 

fact that using a mixed-mode approach could lead to differences in data depending on the survey method 

used. A comparison of data collected from a mixed-mode design using web and phone surveys by Chang 

and Krosnick (2009) indeed found differences in their data, specifically that "telephone data manifested 

more random measurement error, more survey satisficing, and more social desirability response bias than 

did the Internet data."4 A Pew Research study of over 3,000 respondents randomly assigned to either 

phone or web found that web respondents more frequently expressed negative views of politicians than 

phone respondents. They also found that respondents interviewed on the phone were more likely to say 

they were satisfied and happy with their social life and family than web respondents.6 

The data presented in this paper offers a case study for identifying the specific effects of using a 

mixed mode design to collect data about the 2016 election. 

 

Methodology 

The Franklin & Marshall College (F&M) Poll is a statewide political poll, conducted by the 

Center for Opinion Research at Franklin & Marshall College. It tracks citizens’ opinions about politics, 

public affairs, public policy and elections in Pennsylvania. The F&M Poll has been conducted by the 

Center for Opinion Research for over 25 years. Until 2010, the F&M Poll used Random Digit Dialing 

(RDD) samples and live-interviewer telephone interviewing to gather data from randomly selected 

respondents. In 2011, the RDD methodology was expanded to include cell phone numbers. In 2012, the 

F&M Poll began using listed samples of registered voters and between 2012 and 2015 surveys were 

conducted exclusively via live-interviewer, telephone interviewing. In 2016, the Center continued to use 

                                                        
6Pew Research Center, Methods can matter: Where Web surveys produce different results than phone 

interviews. May 14, 2015. http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/05/14/where-web-surveys-

produce-different-results-than-phone-interviews// 

http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/05/14/where-web-surveys-produce-different-results-than-phone-interviews/
http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/05/14/where-web-surveys-produce-different-results-than-phone-interviews/
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listed voter samples, but the methodology was changed to include a pre-notification letter to all sampled 

respondents that provided them with the option to complete the survey via a live-interviewer, telephone 

interview or using a self-administered web survey, based on their preference. Specific interviewing dates 

and sample sizes for the F&M Polls discussed in this paper can be found in Table A-1. 

 

Findings 

Efficiency 

In this study, survey efficiency is measured using the number of interviewing hours required to 

obtain one completed interview, or hours per complete (HPC). The efficiency of a survey increases as the 

HPC decreases. The Poll’s RDD sampling and telephone interviewing methodology saw a doubling in 

HPC from 2008 to 2011; by 2011, HPC was 1.6. The rapid decline in survey efficiency drove a switch to 

listed voter sampling. Survey efficiency improved using the listed sample, with hours per complete 

declining to as low as 0.8. The multi-mode approach, introduced in July 2016, produced an HPC of 0.5 

(see Figure 1). Mean HPC differs significantly by methodology (F(2,21)=22.340, p < .001, η2p = .680). 

The mean HPC for listed voter with mixed-mode methodology (M = .496, SD = .039) is significantly 

lower than either the RDD methodology (M = 1.293, SD = .244) or the listed voter telephone only 

methodology (M = .912, SD = .111). 

[Figure 1] 

 

Response Rate 

Probability sampling operates under the assumption that a small sample accurately represents the 

features of a large, unobserved population. Traditionally, higher response rates were used as an indicator 

that a randomly drawn sample provides the necessary foundations for unbiased inference. The dramatic 

raise in nonresponse rates has been well documented in many studies. The National Research Council 
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(2013) found a dramatic increase in both nonresponse and refusal rates in six common household surveys 

from 1990 to 2009; Brick and Williams (2013), Groves and Peytchev (2008), Groves and Couper (1998), 

Groves (2006), Kreuter (2013), and Peytchev (2005) also documented similar declines.  

Changing from RDD to listed voter sampling methodology initially improved response rates, but 

over time response rates again began to decline.7 The incorporation of multi-mode data collection halted 

the decline and improved response rates. Despite the lack of a significant difference in the mean response 

rate by method (F(2,20)=2.290, p = .127), the use of alternative sampling and data collection methods 

appeared to positively affect the response rates in our pre-election polls (see Figure 2). 

[Figure 2] 

 

Representativity 

Using response rates to provide a measure of a sample’s relative quality is less commonly used 

than it once was. Groves and Couper (1998) first demonstrated that response rates have no direct 

correlation to survey error and Groves also found no relationship between response rate and absolute 

relative bias of the survey.  

Alternatively, researchers are now more likely to reference a survey's representativeness through 

some type of representativity indicator. R-indicators provide a tool for assessing survey bias and adjusting 

for nonresponse by comparing information about respondents and nonrespondents that exists within the 

original sample file. An R-indicator has a theoretical value of 1 when the respondents and nonrespondents 

are identical; however, a value of 0.7 or higher is accepted as representative (Peress 2010, Schouten et al. 

2009). In addition, an R-indicator creates a propensity score, or likelihood of responding, for everyone in 

the sample. 

                                                        
7The American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR) Response Rate 1 formula was used to 

calculate the response rate for each survey. 
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The overall R-indicator for our mixed mode surveys is .88, which suggests that the respondents 

are adequately representative of the original sample in terms of the variables for which we have data. The 

likelihood of a case generating a completed survey is associated with six variables that were included in 

the listed sample data file. Party registration, having a listed phone number, region of residence, age, date 

of registration, and having a listed number likely to be a cell phone each had an independent effect on the 

likelihood of completing a survey. 

The survey under-represented younger people, those with no listed telephone number, and 

Republicans, while over-representing those in Central and Southeastern Pennsylvania (see Table A-2 in 

Appendix A for the logistic regression output). Figure 3 displays the odds of completing a survey by 

group. 

[Figure 3] 

 

Survey Estimates 

There are significant differences in response patterns by mode. In terms of demographics, web 

respondents were significantly more likely than phone respondents to be married, working fulltime, be 

less than 55 years of age, have a college degree, self-identify as liberal, self-identify as white, and live in 

an urban area (Table 1).  

[Table 1] 

In terms of political behaviors, web respondents were significantly more likely to choose the 

Democratic party’s candidate on the generic ballot, while phone respondents were more unsure of their 

generic ballot choice. More web respondents said they voted Democrat on recent state and national 

elections, were significantly more likely to prefer Hillary Clinton for President, and were significantly 

more likely to prefer Katie McGinty for Senator. President Obama’s job performance rating also showed 

differences between modes; web respondents were more likely to rate President Obama’s job 
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performance as excellent or good, while phone respondents were more likely to rate his performance as 

fair or poor (Table 2). 

[Table 2] 

 

 

Respondent Experiences 

As part of the post-election survey, respondents were asked about the effect data collection 

method had on their participation. Seventy-eight percent of respondents who participated in both the pre 

and post-election surveys completed both surveys using the same data collection method. Respondents 

who completed the pre-election survey via a self-administered web survey, were more likely to complete 

the post-election survey using a different method, either live interviewer telephone or self-administered 

mail, χ2(1) = 15.055, p < .001. Respondents who completed the pre-election survey via a self-

administered web survey were also more likely to say they were unlikely to respond to the pre-election 

survey if it was not available online, χ2(2) = 21.362, p < .001 (Table 3). 

[Table 3] 

 

Presidential Race Poll Averages 
 

 
The average of polls conducted in Pennsylvania suggested that Hillary Clinton led Donald Trump 

throughout the entire fall campaign. Her monthly average lead was four points in July, eight points in 

August, five points in September, seven points in October, and three points in November.8 Only rarely did 

individual polls show either candidate with support from a majority of voters; the averages in the final 

week showed Clinton’s expected vote share at 47% and Trump’s expected vote share at 44%. The 

Franklin & Marshall College Poll estimated Clinton’s advantage as being ahead by five points in August, 

                                                        
8Huffpost Pollster. 2016. “2016 Pennsylvania President: Trump vs. Clinton.” 

http://elections.huffingtonpost.com/pollster/2016-pennsylvania-president-trump-vs-clinton (December 6, 

2016). 

http://elections.huffingtonpost.com/pollster/2016-pennsylvania-president-trump-vs-clinton
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nine points in September, and eleven points in October. The F&M Poll overestimated Clinton’s advantage 

by an average of 2.5 points compared to the monthly polling averages. Figure 4 shows the results of pre-

election polls conducted during the fall campaign.  

[Figure 4] 

Senate Poll Averages 
 

 
The polling averages in the US Senate race in Pennsylvania showed a relatively tight race 

throughout the fall until there was some late movement toward McGinty as Election Day approached. The 

polling averages suggested the race was tied in July, but that McGinty’s lead increased to about three 

points in August, slipped to one point in September and October, and then rose to three points in 

November.9 Only rarely did individual polls show either candidate with support from a majority of voters; 

the averages in the final week showed McGinty’s expected vote share at 47% and Toomey’s expected 

vote share at 44%. The estimated vote share in the Senate race mirrored the presidential vote shares 

precisely, suggesting there would be a strong relationship between the presidential and senate votes. The 

Franklin & Marshall College Poll estimated McGinty’s advantage as being ahead by five points in 

August, six points in September, and twelve points in October. The F&M Poll overestimated McGinty’s 

advantage by an average of six points compared to the monthly polling averages. Figure 5 shows the 

results of pre-election polls conducted during the fall campaign.  

[Figure 5] 

  

                                                        
9Huffpost Pollster. 2016. “2016 Pennsylvania Senate: Toomey vs. McGinty.” 

http://elections.huffingtonpost.com/pollster/2016-pennsylvania-senate-toomey-vs-mcginty (December 6, 

2016). 
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Comparison to Election Results 

Presidential Race 
 

The post-election polling data in this section comes from re-interviews with respondents from the 

pre-election polls conducted in July, August, September, and October 2016.10 

Donald Trump won a narrow victory over Hillary Clinton in Pennsylvania, 48.6% to 47.9%. 

Trump’s triumph came from having a significant advantage among late-deciding voters. Nearly all (97%) 

of the respondents who planned to vote for Trump in F&M’s pre-election polls and who made their final 

decision in the last week of the campaign did vote for him, while only three in four (74%) who planned to 

vote for Clinton and made their final decision in the last week of the campaign voted for her. The other 

sizable advantage for Trump came from voters who were undecided in our pre-election polls: Trump had 

a sizable advantage whether these undecided voters decided in the final week or earlier.11 Table 3 shows 

the composition of presidential voters pre- and post-election in Pennsylvania. Most voters had consistent 

preferences pre- and post-election. Trump had two major advantages: more voters who supported Clinton 

pre-election moved away from her than moved away from him, and more voters who preferred neither 

candidate prior to the election voted for Trump than for Clinton. The October poll over-estimated 

Clinton’s advantage by 12 points. Although the gap between the candidates showed a large Clinton 

advantage, the October poll’s estimate of Clinton’s vote share was 49%. 

[Table 4] 

  

                                                        
10The Center for Opinion Research at Franklin & Marshall College completed post-election interviews 

with 2,287 of the 3,077 (74%) individuals who had participated in our July, August, September, and 

October 2016 pre-election polls.  The post-election interviews were completed over the telephone 

(n=1,202) or using a self-administered online (n=974) or paper and pencil (n=111) format.  Post-election 

interviews were completed from November 16, 2016 – January 13, 2017. 
11During the campaign, many speculated that there was a “hidden” Trump vote.  It is possible that those 

who made their decision in October or before while also claiming to be undecided were in fact hiding 

their support for Trump. 
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Senate Race 

 
Pat Toomey won a narrow victory over Katie McGinty in Pennsylvania, 48.8% to 47.3%. Table 4 shows 

the composition of US Senate voters pre- and post-election in Pennsylvania. Most voters had consistent 

preferences pre- and post-election. More voters who preferred neither candidate prior to the election voted 

for Toomey than McGinty. The October poll over-estimated McGinty’s advantage by 13 points. Although 

the gap between the candidates showed a large McGinty advantage, the October poll’s estimate of her 

vote share was 47%. 

[Table 5] 

 

PA Exit Poll Comparison 
 

The mixed-mode data collection methodology in 2016 produced a final sample of voters that 

more closely resembled the demographic characteristics of the electorate than did F&M Polls conducted 

in 2008 and 2012. Comparing the final F&M polls held closest to the presidential elections in 2008, 2012 

and 2016 to the exit poll data for each election shows that the average absolute error on these 

demographic characteristics in 2016 was 2.6 points, compared to 4.6 points in 2012 and 3.6 points in 

2008 (see Table A-3 in Appendix).  

Despite the respondents in the October 2016 poll more closely resembling the electorate 

demographically, the mixed-mode survey did worse than the prior years’ polls in predicting final vote 

margin. Although the 2016 poll accurately estimated Hillary Clinton’s share of the vote, it underestimated 

Donald Trump’s share by 11 points. The October 2016 F&M Poll also under-represented voters who self-

identify as ‘moderates’ by 10 points and over-represented those who self-identify as ‘liberal’ by 8 points 

(see Figure 6).  

[Figure 6] 
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Conclusions 
 

Overall, the multi-mode design increased survey efficiency, mitigated declining response rates, 

produced a sample that was demographically representative of the actual electorate, and increased 

coverage and reduced non-response bias by reaching respondents who would not have completed 

interviews if the surveys were only conducted by telephone. There are significant differences in responses 

by mode, but considering the aim of adopting a multi-mode design is to increase coverage and reduce 

non-response bias, this is likely a positive outcome. Clearly, the multi-mode methodology achieved many 

of its intended goals.  

In the months leading up to the 2016 election the multi-mode methodology produced estimates 

that were largely in line with the results of other polls in both the presidential race and the U.S. Senate 

race in Pennsylvania, but the October 2016 F&M Poll failed to accurately predict the vote share for the 

Republican candidate in both the presidential and senate races. The use of a multi-mode methodology 

may have influenced the inaccuracy, but the methodology alone does not exclusively bear the burden of 

these misses. The inaccuracy of these predictions can be attributed to many factors including the time 

between end of the field period of the October 2016 poll and the election, which included noteworthy 

events that may have influenced undecided and leaning voters, and the overall unique nature of the 2016 

Presidential election.  

Ultimately, using a multi-mode methodology has achieved many of its intended goals, but not 

without consequence. There is much to consider moving forward, but the most important consideration 

may be how to adequately combine and adjust the responses of those who complete the survey using 

different survey modes.  
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Appendix 
 
 

Table A-1. Interviewing Dates, Sample Size, Methodology, and Collection Mode, 2008-2016 

F&M Poll Interviewing Dates N Sampling Methodology Data Collection Method 

Oct-16 10/26/2016 10/30/2016 863 Listed Voter 
Live-interviewer, telephone 

Self-administered, web 

Sep-16 9/28/2016 10/2/2016 813 Listed Voter 
Live-interviewer, telephone 

Self-administered, web 

Aug-16 8/25/2016 8/29/2016 736 Listed Voter 
Live-interviewer, telephone 

Self-administered, web 

Jul-16 7/29/2016 8/1/2016 661 Listed Voter 
Live-interviewer, telephone 

Self-administered, web 

Oct-15 10/19/2015 10/25/2015 677 Listed Voter Live-interviewer, telephone 

Aug-15 8/17/2015 8/24/2015 691 Listed Voter Live-interviewer, telephone 

Oct-14 10/201/2014 10/26/2014 733 Listed Voter Live-interviewer, telephone 

Sep-14 9/15/2014 9/22/2014 622 Listed Voter Live-interviewer, telephone 

Aug-14 8/18/2014 8/25/2014 619 Listed Voter Live-interviewer, telephone 

Oct-13 10/22/2013 10/27/2013 628 Listed Voter Live-interviewer, telephone 

Aug-13 8/21/2013 8/26/2013 595 Listed Voter Live-interviewer, telephone 

Oct-12 10/23/2012 10/31/2012 846 Listed Voter Live-interviewer, telephone 

Sep-12 9/18/2012 9/25/2012 631 Listed Voter Live-interviewer, telephone 

Aug-12 8/7/2012 8/15/2012 675 Listed Voter Live-interviewer, telephone 

Oct-11 10/24/11 10/31/11 526 Listed Voter Live-interviewer, telephone 

Aug-11 08/22/11 08/29/11 522 RDD Landline & Cellphone Live-interviewer, telephone 

Oct-14 10/18/2010 10/24/2010 721 RDD Landline & Cellphone Live-interviewer, telephone 

Sep-10 9/20/2010 9/26/2010 732 RDD Landline & Cellphone Live-interviewer, telephone 

Aug-10 8/16/2010 8/23/2010 574 RDD Landline & Cellphone Live-interviewer, telephone 

Oct-09 10/20/2009 10/25/2009 616 RDD Landline Live-interviewer, telephone 

Aug-09 8/25/2009 8/31/2009 632 RDD Landline Live-interviewer, telephone 

Oct-08 10/21/2008 10/26/2008 788 RDD Landline Live-interviewer, telephone 

Sep-08 9/23/2008 9/28/2008 679 RDD Landline Live-interviewer, telephone 

Aug-08 8/5/2008 8/10/2008 635 RDD Landline Live-interviewer, telephone 
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Table A-2. Logistic Regression Results for Completing a Survey 

 
 
  

Gender:Male 

Region:Central 

Region:Northeast 

Region:Northwest 

Region:Philadelphia 

Region:Southeast 

Region:Southwest 

Age:Over 55 

Age:Under 35 

Area:Urban 

Registration Year 

Party:Independent 

Party:Republican 
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Table A-3. Exit Poll Data Comparison, 2008-2016, PA 
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Tables 
 

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics by Survey Mode 
 

 Mode 
  Phone Web 
  N Column % N Column % 

Significantly different, strong association, p < .05, sresid > 4 

Marital Status 

Single, Never Married 393 25% 380 26% 

Married 923 58% 948 64% 

Not currently married 280 18% 144 10% 
      

Work Status 

Fulltime 753 47% 849 59% 

Other 390 24% 341 24% 

Retired 453 28% 245 17% 
      

Education 
HS or less 501 31% 153 10% 

Some college 454 28% 489 33% 

College degree 645 40% 830 56% 

Significantly different, moderate association, p < .05, sresid > 3 

Age Under 35 385 24% 400 27% 

 35-54 472 30% 538 37% 

 Over 55 743 46% 535 36% 
      

Ideology Liberal 411 28% 565 39% 

 Moderate 534 36% 372 26% 

 Conservative 550 37% 502 35% 
      

Race White 1421 90% 1310 94% 

 Nonwhite 164 10% 80 6% 
      

Location Rural 347 22% 221 15% 

 Urban 1253 78% 1252 85% 

Significantly different, weak association, p < .05, sresid < 3 

Region of State Philadelphia & SE 527 33% 503 34% 

 Northeast 201 13% 175 12% 

 Allegheny & SW 308 19% 299 20% 

 Northwest 158 10% 102 7% 

 Central 406 25% 395 27% 
      

Sex of Respondent Male 720 45% 722 51% 

 Female 874 55% 702 49% 
      

Religion Protestant 549 35% 422 29% 

 Catholic 473 30% 432 30% 

 Other, unaffiliated 558 35% 597 41% 

No significant difference, p. > .05 

Party Affiliation Republican 640 40% 547 37% 

 Democrat 766 48% 726 49% 

 Independent or something else 194 12% 200 14% 
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Table 2. Political Ratings by Survey Mode 
 

Mode 

  Phone Web 

  N Column % N Column % 

Significantly different, strong association, p < .05, sresid > 4 

Generic Ballot, House of Representatives*     
 Democratic Party’s candidate 346 40% 369 46% 

 Republican Party’s candidate 345 40% 345 43% 

 Wouldn't vote 46 5% 32 4% 

 Neither 9 1% 55 7% 

 Don’t know 121 14% 0 0% 

Significantly different, moderate association, p < .05, sresid > 3 

President Vote Choice 
 Hillary Clinton 662 42% 727 51% 

 Donald Trump 594 37% 495 35% 

 Gary Johnson 98 6% 88 6% 

 Jill Stein 38 2% 27 2% 

 Aren’t sure, DNK 201 13% 101 7% 
      

Senate Vote Choice* 

 Katie McGinty 290 34% 364 46% 

 Pat Toomey 284 33% 245 31% 

 Everett Stern 13 2% 12 2% 

 Aren’t sure, DNK 268 31% 160 20% 

Significantly different, weak association, p < .05, sresid < 3 

Barack Obama Job Performance Rating 
 Excellent + Good 753 48% 762 52% 

 Fair + Poor 832 53% 706 48% 
      

Voting History, State & National Elections 

 Democrat 748 47% 663 55% 

 Equally Democrat & Republican 167 11% 81 7% 

 Republican 598 38% 387 32% 

 Didn’t vote in past few elections 55 4% 55 5% 

 Don’t know 20 1% 20 2% 

No significant difference, p. > .05 

United States headed in right direction or on wrong track 
 Right direction 536 36% 532 39% 

 Wrong track 939 64% 845 61% 
      

Pat Toomey Job Performance Rating 

E

x

c

e

l

l

e

n

t 

+ 

G
o

o

d 

Excellent + Good 422 33% 426 36% 

F

a

i

r 

+ 

P

o

o

r 

Fair + Poor 872 67% 746 64% 

*Note: Data for the July and August polls were not included in this analysis for these questions (Generic Ballot 

House of Representatives and Senate Vote Choice) 

 
  



18 

 

 

 

Table 3. Variation in survey completion method and likelihood of completion by survey method, pre and 

post-election survey respondents, PA 2016 
 

 

Pre-election Survey Method 

Live-

interviewer 

Telephone 

Self-

administered 

Web 

Total 

Post-election survey data collection method 
Different 18.6% 25.3% 21.7% 

Same 81.4% 74.7% 78.3% 

In [Fill Month] you completed the survey [online/over 

the phone]. How likely would you have been to respond 

if the survey was not available [online/over the phone]? 

Likely 51.9% 42.6% 47.5% 

Unlikely 44.6% 54.6% 49.5% 

Do not know 3.4% 2.8% 3.1% 

 

 
  



19 

 

 

 

Table 4. Change in voter preferences pre- and post-election as proportion of all voters, PA 2016 
 

Pre-election Preference 

Post-election Preference 

Clinton Trump Neither 

Clinton 43.5% 0.6% 0.2% 

Trump - 41.5% 0.2% 

 Neither 4.2% 6.7% 3.3% 
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Table 5. Change in voter preferences pre- and post-election as proportion of all voters, PA 2016 
 

 Post-election Preference 

Pre-election Preference McGinty Toomey Neither 

McGinty 38.4% 1.4% 0.2% 

Toomey 1.1% 36.3% 0.8% 

Neither 8.5% 10.3% 3.0% 
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Figures 
 
Figure 1. Hours Per Complete by Sampling and Interviewing Methodology 

 
Note: Shaded areas represent presidential election years 
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Figure 2. Response Rate Tends by Sampling and Interviewing Methodology  

 

 
Note: Shaded areas represent presidential election years 
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Figure 3. Odds of Completing a Survey 

 
 
 

 

  

Independent 
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Figure 4. 2016 Presidential Preference Poll Results, PA 

 
Note: Markers with star symbols represent data from the Franklin & Marshall College Polls. 
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Figure 5. 2016 US Senate Preference Poll Results, PA  

 
Note: Markers with star symbols represent data from the Franklin & Marshall College Polls. 
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Figure 6. Comparison to Exit Poll Results, 2008-2016, PA  

 
 


